The factorial invariance of the Asian American Family Conflicts Scale-Likelihood (FCS-L) was examined in a sample of 1,012 participants. Results support the use of the FCS-L in future research with diverse Asian subgroups. Limitations and future directions for research are discussed.
S cholars have noted the cultural richness and diversity within the Asian American population (cf. Chun, Morera, Andal, & Skewes, 2007; Min, 2006; Nagayama Hall & Okazaki, 2002; Sandhu, 1997; Sue & Sue, 2008) . There are as many as 40 different Asian ethnic groups, each with their own unique language(s), values, customs, practices, and sociopolitical histories (Min, 2006; Nagayama Hall & Barongan, 2002; Sandhu, 1997) . In light of the rich diversity among Asian ethnic groups, factorial invariance, which is defined as the degree to which tests or inventories measure a construct in an equivalent fashion across different groups (Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthén, 1989) , is a critical methodological issue to consider in Asian American psychological research. It is important to note that factorial invariance is not solely a property of a given measure; instead, it is dependent on the properties of a measure and the characteristics of the cultural group of interest (cf. van de Vijver & Leung, 1997) . Therefore, providing evidence of factorial invariance for each cultural group of interest is an important component of the measure validation process (Messick, 1995) . If, in fact, each Asian ethnicity represents a distinct cultural group, it would seem that providing evidence of factorial invariance across the Asian ethnic groups would be an important component of Asian American psychological research (cf. Ang, Lau, Tan, & Lim, 2007) . For example, a common strategy in Asian American psychological research is to recruit participants from a number of culturally and ethnically heterogeneous Asian ethnic groups (e.g., Korean, Vietnamese, Pakistani, etc.) and treat them as a homogeneous racial group (e.g., Asian Americans). This strategy operates under the assumption that data from an ethnically diverse Asian sample can be meaningfully interpreted and generalized to a broader Asian American population. In addition, it assumes that the selected assessment tools are appropriate and operate in an equivalent fashion for each of the distinct ethnic groups represented. Researchers might assume that measures that demonstrate the ability to provide reliable and valid scores must also operate (e.g., demonstrate equal factor loadings and item intercept values) in an equivalent manner across ethnic groups even in the absence of empirical support. In addition, if factorial invariance is not established, interpretations of mean score scale differences across different Asian ethnic groups (i.e., that differences in mean scores reflect true difference in the construct of interest) are at best tenuous and at worst erroneous without such empirical evidence (Horn & McArdle, 1992; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998 ). Yet there are surprisingly few empirical investigations that assess the factorial invariance of commonly used measures with Asian ethnic subpopulations. Given the recent calls for attending to the diversity of Asian ethnic groups in research (cf. Chun et al., 2007; Okazaki, 2002) , it would seem that providing evidence of factorial invariance for commonly used culture-specific measures would facilitate research that would shed light on the diversity of experiences among Asian ethnic groups.
Factorial Invariance
Factorial invariance requires two types of empirical evidence: measurement invariance and structural invariance (Byrne et al., 1989; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000) . Measurement invariance assesses whether the factor configuration, loadings, item intercepts, and unique error variances are significantly different across groups or not. Measurement invariance is typically demonstrated through a number of sequential invariance tests including configural, metric, scalar, and uniqueness invariance. These different tests of measurement invariance focus primarily on the fit of the hypothesized measurement model across groups. Specifically, configural invariance assesses the degree to which the pattern of factor loadings is the same across independent samples and does not require that any model parameters be constrained to be equivalent across samples. Metric invariance assesses the degree to which observed items relate to their respective factor in an equivalent fashion and, therefore, allows the researcher to examine the degree to which items are being interpreted in the same way across different groups (Byrne et al., 1989; Horn & McArdle, 1992; Widaman & Reise, 1997) . Scalar invariance assesses the equivalence of item intercepts and provides an indication of the value of the item when the common factor is zero (Bontempo & Hofer, 2007) . Finally, uniqueness invariance is the degree to which error variance in each measured item is equivalent across groups. It might be important to note that some researchers have suggested that tests of uniqueness invariance are overly restrictive (cf. Bentler, 2004; Dimitrov, 2006) .
Once measurement invariance is established, structural invariance can be examined (Widaman & Reise, 1997) . Structural invariance assesses whether factor variances, covariances, and latent means are equivalent across groups (Bontempo & Hofer, 2007; Byrne et al., 1989; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000) . Testing for the equivalence of factor variance(s) assesses the way in which the breadth of the latent factor is being operationalized equivalently (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002) . The equivalence of factor variances is necessary when attempting to determine the reliability of measured indicators across groups. The test of equivalence of factor covariances assesses the degree to which factor intercorrelations are the same across groups. Whereas tests of equivalence of latent means are somewhat rare in the literature, the examination of latent means as opposed Miller, Lee / Measurement and Structural Invariance 181 to observed means is advantageous because error (random measurement error and unique error) has been parceled out (Bontempo & Hofer, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000) .
Asian American Family Conflicts Scale-Likelihood
The Asian American Family Conflicts Scale-Likelihood (FCS-L, Lee, Choe, Kim, & Ngo, 2000) assesses family conflicts because of intergenerational and acculturation differences within immigrant families. The FCS-L has been used with a number of Asian ethnic groups (e.g., Hmong, Korean, Chinese, Vietnamese, Asian Indian; Berkel & Constantine, 2005; Fu, 2002; Huang, 2006; Kang, 2006; Lee et al., 2000; Lee & Liu, 2001; Lee, Su, & Yoshida, 2005; Leong, 2005; Liang, 2005; Lin, Grome, & Miller, 2007; Nguyen, 2003; Su, Lee, & Vang, 2005) as well as with European American, African American, and Latino/Latina populations (Berkel & Constantine, 2005; Constantine & Flores, 2006; Lee & Liu, 2001) . It has been correlated with a variety of outcomes measures including career aspirations (Constantine & Flores, 2006) , accul turation (Fu, 2002; Huang, 2006; Leong, 2005) , acculturative stress (Lin et al., 2007) , psychological adjustment Su et al., 2005) , and life satisfaction (Berkel & Constantine, 2005) . Although previous studies have examined the factorial stability of the measure and established evidence for construct validity (e.g., Lee et al., 2000; Lee et al., 2001; Lee & Liu, 2001) , it remains unclear whether the FCS-L operates in an equivalent fashion across Asian ethnic groups. Likewise, there is scant evidence to suggest that the FCS-L operates similarly across other Asian subpopulations including generation status, gender, and nationality.
It is possible that Asian ethnic, generational, sex, and nationality groups might experience culture-specific family conflict differently and thus may respond differently to FCS-L items. For example, more recent immigrant families are more likely to experience culture-specific conflict because the acculturation gap is arguably widest soon after immigration when children acculturate to the new culture at a faster rate than their parents do (Lee et al., 2000) . By contrast, second-generation children (born in the United States) are less likely to experience culture-specific family conflict because their parents have had several years to acculturate to the new culture. Regarding ethnic groups, Southeast Asian groups (e.g., Hmong) might be more likely to experience culture-specific family conflict compared to East Asian groups (e.g., Korean) because of refugee status and their more recent history of immigration (Lee, Jung, Su, Tran, & Bahrassa, 2009; Tatman, 2004) . Finally, culture-specific family conflict in China, for example, would likely differ from family conflict for Chinese American families given the different nature of cultural interaction across nations. Demonstrating factorial invariance across these Asian subgroups would provide further evidence regarding the construct validity of the FCS-L.
For this study, we conducted factorial invariance tests to provide further evidence for the construct validity of FCS-L scores with Asian Americans (Messick, 1995) . Specifically, we were interested in (a) assessing the degree to which the hypothesized one factor measurement model of the FCS-L was supported by the data and (b) examining the generalizability of FCS-L scores across a number of Asian subgroups by testing its factorial invariance across ethnicity, generational status, sex, and nationality.
Method Participants
The overall sample (N = 1,012) used in this study represents eight independent data sets comprised of Asian American and Chinese National college-aged participants (for more information on each independent data set see Cao & Miller, 2008; Lee et al., 2000; Lee et al., 2009; Lee & Liu, 2001; Lee et al., 2005; Lin et al., 2007; Su et al., 2005) . Individuals from each data set (except the Chinese Nationals) were identified and grouped via their self-identified Asian ethnic group. This process resulted in three separate ethnic (Korean American, Chinese American, and Hmong American) samples. For conceptual reasons, the Chinese National sample was not incorporated into the Asian American ethnic group samples. Instead, the Chinese National sample along with the Chinese American sample was used to examine FCS-L equivalence across nationality. To examine equivalence across gender and generation status, the overall U.S. sample was resorted based on self-reported generation (first and second generation) status and gender (female and male).
Samples
Korean Americans. The Korean American sample consisted of 201 participants (107 women and 94 men). The mean age for the sample was 21.92 (SD = 4.34). Mean years in the United States was 18.01 (SD = 6.08). Of the individuals, 85 self-identified as first generation, whereas 110 identified as second generation. Other generations represented were 1.5 (n = 3) and fourth (n = 1), with 2 individuals indicating "other."
Chinese Americans. The Chinese American sample consisted of 269 participants (146 women, 122 men, and 1 did not provide information). The mean age for the sample was 19.98 (SD = 2.06). Mean years in the United States was 17.54 (SD = 5.05). Of the individuals, 102 self-identified as first generation and 143 and 12 identified as second and third generation, respectively. Other generations represented were fourth (n = 11) and fifth (n = 3), with 5 individuals indicating "other."
Hmong Americans. The Hmong American sample consisted of 225 participants (133 women, 91 men, and 1 did not provide information). The mean age for the sample was 19.92 (SD = 1.25). Of the individuals, 64 self-identified as first generation and 135 identified as second generation. Other generations represented were fourth (n = 2) and fifth (n = 1), with 4 individuals indicating "other." In addition, 19 of the participants endorsed a refugee status.
Chinese Nationals. The Chinese National sample consisted of 317 undergraduate participants (191 women, 126 men, and 7 did not provide information). The mean age for the sample was 20.47 (SD = 1.76). A majority of participants (n = 287) had never traveled outside of China, and approximately half (n = 168) were from rural regions in China.
Measures

Asian American Family Conflicts Scale (FCS).
The FCS (Lee et al., 2000) is a 10-item measure of intergenerational family conflict because of cultural differences in values and expectations (see the appendix). The FCS provides 10 family conflict situations that participants are required to rate on a 5-point scale according to likelihood of occurrence (1 = almost never to 5 = almost always) and seriousness of the conflict (1 = not at all to 5 = extremely). In addition, a family conflict intensity score can be estimated by obtaining the average of the mean items scores for the Likelihood and Seriousness subscales. For this study, only data from the Likelihood subscale (FCS-L) was analyzed because of inconsistencies in use of the Seriousness subscale across independent samples. In this study, FCS-L scores provided internal consistency reliability estimates (Cronbach's alphas) of .87, .90, .86, and .78 for Chinese Americans, Korean Americans, Hmong Americans, and Chinese Nationals, respectively. In addition, the FCS-L scores produced alphas of .90 and .86 for women and men, respectively, and .88 and .88 for first-generation and secondgeneration Asian Americans, respectively. For the Chinese National data, the FCS-L was translated into Chinese using translation and back translation (Brislin, 1993) by graduate students fluent in both Chinese and English. To achieve semantic equivalence, the English FCS-L was translated into Chinese. Next, another graduate student back translated the instrument, remaining blind to the original measures. Finally, another graduate student examined the back-translated version against the original FCS-L.
Results
Analytic Strategy
The factorial invariance of the FCS-L was assessed using a similar multistep method as outlined by Byrne (1998 ), Dimitrov (2006 , Jöreskog and Sörbom (1996) , and Vandenberg and Lance (2000) . Specifically, the measurement and structural invariance of the FCS-L was assessed in a series of increasingly stringent model comparisons. Covariance and asymptotic covariance matrices were analyzed via LISREL 8.54 (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996) . The SatorraBentler scaled chi-square (Satorra & Bentler, 1994) was selected to adjust for the presence of nonnormal data. In addition, the standardized root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), and the comparative fit index (CFI) were used to assess model fit. Using a single index strategy (cf. Hu & Bentler, 1999) , SRMR value less than or equal to .09, RMSEA values less than .10, and CFI values greater than or equal to .90 are individually indicative of adequate model fit (Bentler, 1990; Browne & Cudeck, 1992; Hu & Bentler, 1998; Hu & Bentler, 1999) . As an alternative to the single index strategy, Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested a robust two-index combination rule for assessing model fit. Hu and Bentler suggested a CFI cutoff value close to .95 in combination with a SRMR cutoff value close to .09 for evaluating model fit. Because there is some debate regarding rules of thumb for cutoff values for determining adequate model fit (cf. Hu & Bentler, 1999) , both the single-index and two-index approaches were used to evaluate model fit.
Likelihood ratio tests using Satorra and Bentler's (2001) chi-square difference test (T d ) were used to compare competing models. Likelihood ratio tests assessed the degree to which the observed change in model fit (i.e., reduction or increase of scaled chi-square values) for two competing models was significantly different from zero. These analyses tested whether constraining specified model parameters (e.g., factor loadings) across groups resulted in a significant improvement or worsening of model fit. To reduce the probability of experimentwise error, a p value of .01 as an indication of statistical significance was selected a priori.
Step One: Configural Invariance Ethnic groups. Based on the two-index approach to model fit, the FCS-L measurement model exhibited good model fit for the Korean, Chinese, and Hmong samples (see Table 1 ). However, it is important to note that given the high RMSEA value the model demonstrated an adequate fit based on the single-index approach. All but 1 of the 30 estimated model parameters were significant for the Korean (intercept for item 10) and Chinese (intercept for item 3) samples, whereas 4 (intercepts for items 2, 3, 8, and 10) were nonsignificant for the Hmong sample (a table of parameters estimates and standard errors for all samples is available from the first author). The model accounted for 40, 42, and 49% of the variance in FCS-L items for Korean, Chinese, and Hmong Americans, respectively. This evidence combined with the overall pattern of fit statistics suggested that the model appeared to adequately fit the data for each ethnic group.
Sex. Based on the two-index approach to model fit, the measurement model demonstrated a good fit to the data for both female and male samples (see Table 1 ). Similar to the prior analyses, the high RMSEA value indicated adequate model fit according to the single-index approach to model fit. All but 1 (intercept values for item 3) of the 30 estimated model parameters were significant for the female sample, whereas all but 2 (intercept values for items 3 and 10) were significant for the male sample. The one factor model accounted for 49 and 39% of the variance in items for female and male samples. Combined, this pattern of evidence suggested adequate model fit for both female and male samples.
Generational status. Based on the twoindex approach to model fit, the FCS-L measurement model exhibited a good fit to the data for first-and second-generational status groups (see Table 1 ). Similar to the ethnic group analyses, the high RMSEA value indicated adequate model fit according to the single-index approach to model fit. All but 4 (intercept values for items 2, 3, 5, and 10) of the 30 estimated model parameters were significant for the first-generation sample, whereas all but 2 (intercept values Note: FCS-L = Asian American Family Conflicts Scale-Likelihood; SB 2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled chi square; df = degrees of freedom; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index. RMSEA values in parentheses represent 90% confidence intervals.
for items 3 and 10) were significant for the second-generation sample. In addition, the model accounted for 45 and 44% of the variance in items for first and second generations, respectively. Thus, overall the measurement model demonstrated an adequate fit to the data for both generational status groups.
Nationality. Based on the single-and two-index approaches, the FCS-L measurement model demonstrated mixed findings regarding model fit for the U.S. Asian and Chinese National data (see Table 1 ). Whereas the SRMR and CFI values suggested good model fit according to the single-index approach, the high RMSEA value suggested adequate model fit. Also, the low CFI value suggested adequate model fit according to the two-index strategy. All but 3 of the 30 estimated model parameters were significant for the Chinese National sample (intercepts for items 3, 4, and 10). The model accounted for 29% of the variance in FCS-L items compared to the 42% accounted for in the Chinese American sample. This evidence combined with the overall pattern of fit statistics suggested that the model appeared to adequately fit the data for each group.
Step Two: Metric Invariance Ethnic groups. A baseline model, which was used for metric invariance tests, was simultaneously estimated for all Asian ethnic groups (see Table 2 ). An omnibus test of the invariance of factor loadings across the three ethnic groups resulted in a significant worsening of model fit T d (18, N = 695) = 46.618, p < .000. To identify nonequivalent factor loadings across ethnic groups, equality constraints (which constrained singlemodel parameters to be equal across groups) were used. These analyses identified the factor loading associated with FCS-L Items seven (see Table 3 Sex. An omnibus test of the invariance of factor loadings (see Table 4 ) across females and males resulted in a nonsignificant change in model fit, T d (9, N = 693) = 9.702, p > .254, which suggested that Asian American women and men interpreted FCS-L items in an equivalent fashion.
Generational status. An omnibus test of the invariance of factor loadings across generational statuses resulted in a nonsignificant change in model fit, T d (9, N = 647) = 9.702, p > .375, suggesting that first-and second-generation Asian Americans interpreted FCS-L items in an equivalent fashion (see Table 5 ).
Nationality. An omnibus test of the invariance of factor loadings (see Table 6 ) across the Chinese Americans and Chinese Nationals resulted in a significant worsening of model fit, T d (9, N = 593) = 38.566, p < .000. Equality constraints identified three factor loadings associated with FCS-L Items four (see Table 7 ), T d (1, N = 593) = 7.940, p < .005, seven, T d (1, N = 593) = 8.061, p < .004, and eight, T d (1, N = 593) = 9.217, p < .002, to be variant across groups. In each case, the factor loadings were greater in magnitude for the Chinese American sample.
Although some researchers suggest that if metric measurement invariance is not established then further tests are not plausible, there is support for partial measurement invariance as a prerequisite to further invariance testing (Byrne et al., 1989; Reise, Widaman, & Pugh, 1993) . Partial measurement invariance refers to the condition in which one or more model parameters, identified via metric, scalar, and uniqueness invariance tests, are found to be variant across identified groups. Whereas there is a lack of consensus as to what is acceptable in terms of the number and type of variant parameters, it has been suggested that a minimum of two invariant factor loadings per latent factor in metric invariance tests are required to establish partial measurement invariance (Byrne et al., 1989) . Because the majority of factor loadings were invariant, further invariance tests were conducted. Note: FCS-L = Asian American Family Conflicts Scale-Likelihood; SB 2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled chi square; df = degrees of freedom. Model 0 = baseline model with no invariance constraints; Model 1 = Model 0 with factor loading constrained to be equal; Model 2 = Model 1 with item intercepts constrained to be equal; Model 3 = Model 2 with uniqueness terms constrained to be equal; Model 4 = Model 3 with factor variances constrained to be equal; Model 5 = Model 4 with latent factor means constrained to be equal. a. Omnibus test of differences in factor loadings across samples. b. Omnibus test of differences in item intercepts across samples. c. Omnibus test of differences in factor loadings and item intercepts across samples. d. Omnibus test of differences in unique error variances across samples. e. Omnibus test of differences in factor loadings, item intercepts, and unique error variances across samples. f. Omnibus test of differences in factor variances across samples. g. Omnibus test of differences in factor loadings, item intercepts, unique error variances, and factor variances across samples. h. Omnibus test of differences in latent factor means across samples. i. Omnibus test of differences in factor loadings, item intercepts, unique error variances, factor variances, and latent factor means across samples.
Step Three: Scalar Invariance Ethnic groups. A partially metric-invariant baseline model, which constrained all but two (FCS-L Items 7 and 8) factor loadings to be equivalent across ethnic groups, was used to test for the equivalence of item intercepts (see Table 2 ). An omnibus test of the invariance of item intercepts (see Table 2 ) across the four ethnic groups resulted in a significant worsening of model fit, T d (18, N = 836) = 177.247, p < .000. Equality constraint analyses identified three item intercepts (for FCS-L Items 5, 7, and 8) that were variant across Asian ethnic groups (see Table 3 ). This indicates that when the common factor is zero the intercept terms associated with Items 5, 7, and 8 demonstrated statistically significant variance in magnitude across ethnic groups.
Sex. An omnibus test of the invariance of item intercepts (see Table 4 ) across females and males resulted in a significant decrease in model fit, T d (9, N = 693) = 41.146, p < .000, which suggested a difference in item values when the common factor is zero for Asian American women and men (see Table 7 ). Focused equality constraint analyses identified two variant item intercept values (Items 3 and 10).
Generational status. An omnibus test of the invariance of item intercepts across generational statuses resulted in a nonsignificant change in model fit, T d (9, N = 647) = 9.289, p > .410, which suggested that when the common factor is zero FCS-L item values are equivalent across first-and secondgeneration Asian Americans (see Table 5 ).
Nationality. An omnibus test of the invariance of item intercepts (see Table 6 ) across the four ethnic groups resulted in a significant worsening of model fit, T d (9, N = 593) = 164.680, p < .000. Equality constraint analyses identified three variant item intercepts (for Items 8, 9, and 10) across samples (see Table 7 ). The item intercepts values were larger for the Chinese American sample in all three cases.
Step Four: Uniqueness Invariance
Ethnic groups. A partially invariant baseline model, which, based on the preceding invariance tests, constrained all but three item intercepts (FCS-L Items 5, 7, and 8) to be equivalent, was used to assess the equivalence of uniqueness terms across ethnic groups (see Table 2 ). The omnibus test of uniqueness invariance across ethnic groups resulted in a significant worsening in model fit, T d (20, N = 836) = 51.345, p < .000. Equality constraints analyses found that two uniqueness terms (FCS-L Items 1 and 8) demonstrated variance across ethnic groups, which suggests that the degree to which these items shared common variance differed across ethnic groups (see Table 3 ). Chinese, T d (1, N = 695) = 16.731, p < .000, and Korean, T d (1, N = 695) = 9.886, p < .001, ethnic groups demonstrated significantly higher uniqueness (i.e., measurement and noncommon variance) than Hmong Americans for the uniqueness term associated Note: FCS-L = Asian American Family Conflicts Scale-Likelihood. Model 0 = baseline model with no invariance constraints; Model 1 = Model 0 with factor loading constrained to be equal; Model 2 = Model 1 with item intercepts constrained to be equal; Model 3 = Model 2 with uniqueness terms constrained to be equal; Model 4 = Model 3 with factor variances constrained to be equal; Model 5 = Model 4 with latent factor means constrained to be equal. a. Omnibus test of differences in factor loadings across samples. b. Omnibus test of differences in item intercepts across samples. c. Omnibus test of differences in factor loadings and item intercepts across samples. d. Omnibus test of differences in unique error variances across samples. e. Omnibus test of differences in factor loadings, item intercepts, and unique error variances across samples. f. Omnibus test of differences in factor variances across samples. g. Omnibus test of differences in factor loadings, item intercepts, unique error variances, and factor variances across samples. h. Omnibus test of differences in latent factor means across samples. i. Omnibus test of differences in factor loadings, item intercepts, unique error variances, factor variances, and latent factor means across samples.
with Item 1. Hmong Americans, however, had a higher uniqueness value on Item 8 than did Korean, T d (1, N = 695) = 7.339, p < .006, and Chinese, T d (1, N = 695) = 28.880, p < .000, Americans. The Korean ethnic group had a higher uniqueness term than the Chinese ethnic group did, T d (1, N = 695) = 25.323, p .000.
Sex. An omnibus test of the invariance of item uniqueness terms across females and males resulted in a significant worsening of model fit, T d (10, N = 693) = 25.024, p < .002, which suggests a difference in the level of common variance shared by FCS-L items across female and male samples (see Table 4 ).
Focused equality constraint analyses identified three nonequivalent item uniqueness terms (1, 4, and 9). In each case, the uniqueness terms were larger (i.e., greater degree of measurement error and uniqueness variance in observed indicators) for men (see Table 7 ).
Generational status. An omnibus test of the invariance of item uniqueness terms across generational statuses resulted in a nonsignificant change in model fit, T d (10, N = 647) = 5.585, p > .780, which indicates that the degree to which the variance accounted for in FCS-L items by the latent factor was equivalent across first-and secondgeneration Asian Americans (see Table 5 ). Nationality. The omnibus test (see Table 6 ) of uniqueness invariance across Chinese Americans and Chinese Nationals resulted in a significant worsening in model fit, T d (10, N = 593) = 107.389, p < .000. Equality constraints analyses found that five uniqueness terms (associated with Items 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8) demonstrated variance across groups (see Table 5 ). The uniqueness terms for Items 2, 3, 5, and 8 were larger for Chinese Nationals. Step Five: Invariance of Factor Variances Ethnic groups. A partially invariant baseline model, based on the preceding measurement invariance tests, was used to assess the equivalence of factor variances (see Table 2 ) across ethnic groups. Constraining factor variances to be equivalent across ethnic groups resulted in a significant worsening in model fit, T d (2, N = 836) = 14.953, p < .000. The factor variance for the Hmongs was significantly broader than the Korean, T d (1, N = 695) = 13.146, p < .000, and Chinese, T d (1, N = 695) = 19.993, p < .000, ethnic groups (see Table 3 ). There was no significant difference in factor variance for the Chinese and Korean ethnic groups, T d (1, N = 695) = .589, p > .900.
Sex. An omnibus test of the invariance of factor variances across females and males resulted in a significant worsening of model fit, T d (1, N = 693) = 13.405, p < .000, which suggests that the range or breadth of participant responses was nonequivalent across female and male samples (see Tables 4 and  7 ). The breadth of responses was broader for women than for men.
Generational status. An omnibus test of the equivalence of latent factor variances across generational statuses resulted in a nonsignificant change in model fit, T d (1, N = 647) = 0.014, p > .990, which suggests that the range or breadth of participant responses was equivalent across first-and secondgeneration Asian Americans (see Table 5 ).
Nationality. Constraining factor variances (see Table 6 ) to be equivalent across groups resulted in a significant worsening in model fit, T d (1, N = 593) = 48.509, p < .000 (see Table 7 ). The factor variance for the Chinese American sample was broader than that of the Chinese National sample.
Step Six: Invariance of Latent Factor Means Ethnic groups. Constraining latent means (see Table 2 ) to be equivalent across ethnic groups resulted in a significant worsening in model fit, T d (2, N = 836) = 21.725, p < .000 (see Table 3 ). This result was because of the significant difference between Hmong and Korean ethnic groups, T d (1, N = 695) = 16.701, p < .000, whereas the Hmong ethnic group had a higher latent mean value (d = 0.234; 95% CI = 0.044 to 0.425). Tables 4 and 7) to be equivalent across females and males resulted in a nonsignificant change in model fit,
Sex. Constraining latent means (see
Generational status. Consistent with the prior equivalence tests, constraining latent means to be equivalent across generational statuses resulted in a nonsignificant change in model fit, T d (1, N = 647) = 4.024, p > .045 (see Table 5 ).
Nationality. Constraining latent means (see Tables 6 and 7) to be equivalent across ethnic groups resulted in a nonsignificant change in model fit, T d (1, N = 593) = 0.545, p > .990.
Discussion
The study examines the measurement and structural invariance of the FCS Likelihood subscale. At the measurement level, FCS-L items demonstrated an equivalent relationship to their respective latent factor, which suggests that these items were being interpreted in an equivalent fashion across women and men and first-and secondgeneration Asian Americans. In addition, a clear majority of items were being interpreted in the same way for Chinese Americans, Korean Americans, Hmong Americans, and Chinese Nationals. A similar pattern of invariant and variant model parameters was also evidenced when assessing item intercepts and item uniqueness terms. That is, in almost each instance, a clear majority of item intercept and uniqueness terms were invariant across groups. It might be important to note that the observed differences in item intercepts in this study might be sample specific (cf. Vandenberg & Lance, 2000) and, therefore, somewhat arbitrary. At the structural level, the factor variance was significantly varied across ethnic groups, gender, and nationality. Lastly, latent means were equivalent across gender, generational status, and nationality with one exception between Korean and Hmong Americans. Overall, the results of this study suggest that researchers can be fairly confident that the FCS-L operationalizes culturespecific family conflicts in an equivalent manner across a number of Asian ethnic and demographic groups.
Perhaps the most salient implication for research is the need to examine the measurement and structural invariance of the FCS-L across other Asian ethnic groups. For example, at a broader level, these analyses likely reflect the experiences of East Asian Americans, Southeast Asians, and East Asian Nationals. However, given the current sociopolitical milieu, it is possible to imagine how the cultural experiences of such Asian ethnic groups as South Asians (e.g., Pakistani, Sri Lankan, etc.) may differentially affect family conflict. It would likely be beneficial to provide evidence of measurement and structural invariance before using the FCS-L to run comparisons across such ethnic groups. In addition, this study examined the FCS-L and did not test the Severity scale because the archival data examined were collected inconsistently. Future research could examine the invariance of this scale separately or could examine a measurement and structural model that incorporates both scales. Also, if the trend of using the FCS with European Americans, African Americans, and/or Latinos/Latinas continues, future research could examine the measurement equivalence of the instrument across racial groups.
Importantly, these findings should be weighed against a number of study limitations. First, this study used samples of college-aged participants. Therefore, the external validity of the study and its ability to represent the study findings across various Asian Americans in the community is restricted. Second, although the study included an analysis of specific Asian ethnic groups, it did not represent the entirety of Asian ethnic groups (cf. Nagayama Hall & Barongan, 2002) . Thus, it is not clear whether these findings would apply to the numerous Asian ethnic groups not represented in these analyses. Finally, because the focus of the studies was to examine the measurement and structural invariance of the FCS-L, alternative models of the FCS-L were not identified or tested. Therefore, it is important to note that these results do not speak to the issue of the ideal measurement model of the FCS-L; rather, they speak to the invariance of a one-factor measurement model.
